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Abstract:
We reflect on the key debates and controversies that face business schools and management research. This paper frames the core debates in terms of organisational legitimacy as a lens through which to analyse the rapid rise and development of business schools in the UK. The production of management knowledge straddles the precarious divide between academic rigour and practical relevance. We argue that the conflicting sources of legitimacy could be undermining the international research competitiveness of UK schools and that a far-reaching review of management education and research is necessary.
Introduction:
A quarter of a century is a landmark occasion and certainly one for celebration. As part of this special issue to celebrate twenty five years of the British Journal of Management we take the opportunity to reflect on the evolution, quality and reputation and research performance of business schools in the UK. We explore this through the lens of legitimacy, arguing that business schools face increasing ambiguity and conflict concerning their legitimate form and function. Specifically, this paper addresses management research and interrogates to what extent the current discipline-based research model is both suitable and sustainable for UK business schools.
There is no shortage of debate and controversy surrounding business schools.
Specifically, there is a growing body of literature and commentary that addresses allegations of failure (Bennis and O'Toole, 2005; Bones, 2009) , knowledge creation (Chia and Holt, 2008; Tranfield and Starkey, 1998) , issues of pedagogy (Antonacopoulou, 2010; Grey, 2004; Jarzabkowski and Whittington, 2008) , the history and origins of management education (Grey, 2010; Antunes and Thomas, 2007) as well as ideology, purpose and leadership (Davies and Thomas, 2009; Fragueiro and Thomas, 2011) . The waves of financial crises, scandals and controversy have sharpened the focus on business schools and their relationship with management in general. And within universities business schools are valued more for their financial strength than their intellectual scholarship (Bok, 2003) , in strategic terms, 'cash cows' for universities (Starkey and Tiratsoo, 2007) . Business schools also have been much maligned in the press which implicates management education as a contributory agent in the recent financial crisis. Equally, the financial crisis has intensified debate among scholars about the role and purpose of business schools (see : Currie, Knights and Starkey, 2010) . For other authors too, the financial crisis signalled a need to reappraise the role of business schools and the kinds of mangers and management practice they are producing (Podolny, 2009; Starkey and Tempest, 2009 ). These issues all stand out as core debates connected with the role of business schools. We do not provide coverage of all of these, often highly nuanced, debates here. Instead, and taking stock of these emerging debates, we review the role and purpose of business schools with regard to management research and management education. We employ the term 'physics-envy' coined by Barwise (The Economist, 2007) to describe the dominant theory driven, discipline-based research 
Emergence and growth of UK business schools
The business school, as a constituent of the university system, is a relatively recent phenomenon and while we often think of business schools as a broadly American innovation, the inclusion of business and management knowledge as part of higher education began in Europe with various models of trade or vocational commercial schools. However, the initial phases that saw business schools emerge as significant constituents within universities began in the late 1950s and early 1960s.
The Ford and Carnegie reports in the US (see: Bennis and O'Toole, 2005) set in place a model for management research and education founded upon rigorous, discipline-led scholarship with a strong focus on analytic models and reductionism.
In the UK, a similar landmark event was the publication of Lord Franks' report (1964) which stressed the national importance of improving the quality of management education (Williams, 2010) . It was this report that led to the establishment of two university-based business schools in London and Manchester in 1965. Created as semi-autonomous university departments, the two schools were designed with curricula modelled on the provision of US-style MBA programs offered by American elite schools (e.g. Harvard, Chicago, and Massachusetts Institute of Technology), the net effect being: "…the development of business schools towards a research and discipline-led focus with an emphasis on scientific method, research and knowledge creation and a strong focus on graduate education in business" (Antunes and Thomas, 2007, p.384) . Engwall and Danell (this issue) chart the development of UK business schools in far greater detail than is possible here (see also : Fragueiro and Thomas, 2011; Williams, 2010) . A pronounced characteristic of the evolution of management education is its phenomenal expansion, a feature which has made business schools a business in their own right (Starkey and Tiratsoo, 2007) . The sheer scale of management education in the UK pays testament to the growth management education has experienced over a relatively short period: For example, for the academic year 1997-8 there were 222,840 students (full-time, part-time and across all degree levels) studying business and management in UK higher education institutions (Higher Education Statistics Agency, 1999) , by 2008-9 the sector catered for 330,255 business and management students (Higher Education Statistics Agency, 2010).
Furthermore, the latter figure represents nearly 14% of the entire student body for the same period meaning that management and business subjects hold the greatest proportion of students for any higher education subject area [note: the recent publication by the Association of Business Schools on the role of business schools provides in-depth commentary of the growth of the field (see: Cooke and Galt, 2010) ]. The scale and continued growth of management education is remarkable and something that has not been paralleled across other academic disciplines.
In the period since the Franks report, UK business schools have faced major challenges from both their rapid growth and being accepted as a legitimate interface between management theory and practice. First, there was the challenge of building a business school faculty of those who would teach and research the multifaceted area of management without an adequate supply of business and management academics. Initially departments were led by academics trained in single discipline UK schools (for example, economists) or from US doctoral programmes in business; it would take years before business school faculty began to emerge from UK doctoral programmes. Leading up to the inception of BAM it was recognised that research 
Business schools and the need for legitimacy
Business schools are fairly recent incumbents in the sphere of academe and have grown at an extremely rapid rate, some examples holding as many staff as an entire university faculty. Despite this impressive level of growth, business schools have attracted wide criticism with critics located within business schools and the broad academic community, management practitioners, the press and media. For each of these stakeholders, business schools are not regarded as fully legitimate organisations. This is problematic given that "Legitimacy is a generalized perception
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Field Code Changed or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions" (Suchman, 1995, p. 574) . Legitimacy enables organisations to appear appropriate and desirable, and consequently increase the likelihood of securing resources (Parsons, 1960) . It also conveys a platform for how organisations are understood, meaning they are not only worthy in the Parsonian sense, but are trustworthy on the basis that there is a rationale explaining what the organisation is doing and why (Jepperson, 1991) . Consequently, any gap in the social construction of organisational legitimacy could have negative effects: "A legitimacy deficit may mean that an organisation is susceptible to claims that it is negligent, irrational or (at least in its current form) unnecessary." (Sillince and Brown, 2009, p. 1830) . Rather than an all-out legitimacy deficit, the criticisms of business schools signal more that there are areas of ambiguity, conflict and uncertainty around their legitimate form. Where there are conflicting sources of legitimacy, there is amplified scope for innovative responses where organisations and individuals shape their institutional environment (Zucker, 1987, p. 451) : "…organisations may seek legitimation of their activities through active control or shaping of the institutional environment (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978, chpt. 8; Dowling and Pfeffer, 1976) Among business schools we argue that there are key sources of legitimacy which act as reference points to structure themselves and their relationships within the organisational field (Fiegenbaum and Thomas, 1995; Porac, Thomas and BadenFuller, 2011) . The interface between the organisational field and the global population of business schools provides material and cognitive cues for legitimate action. However, as our introductory paragraphs explained, there is tension about the legitimate role and purpose of business schools.
To help identifiy sources of legitimacy for business schools we examine their history and development alongside key reference points and relationships within their field.
We extend Antunes and Thomas' (2007) social constructivist perspective on the evolution of business schools to include sources of legitimacy in each phase of development: Table 1 here The multiple sources of legitimacy begin to explain contrasting organisational responses by business schools to their institutional setting. For example, national differences between business schools, the emergence of strategic groups among both business schools (Thomas and Li, 2009 ) and MBA programmes (Segev, Raveh and Farjoun, 1999) indicate some of the organisational efforts to gain legitimacy in order to secure resources and their long term survival. The capability of business schools to shape what is, and processes of being, legitimate are deeply entrenched in their history and evolution as part of the university system. A legacy of the '3 rd generation' (as characterised in Table 1 ) is the core activity of research production and the legitimating performance measures that stem from this including citation Why is legitimacy important to business schools? First, an organisation must have (or appear to have) legitimacy for its long-term survival. The evolution of the business school illustrates how, in order to integrate and survive as part of the university system, an intense and rigorous approach to management education was adopted. But, as Schoemaker (2008) stresses, the paradigm 'with its strong focus on analytic models and reductionism is not well suited to handle the ambiguity and high rate of change facing many industries today'. Secondly, there are ramifications for performance. There is growing evidence that university research serves increasingly as a commodity product, which is disjointed from the liberal pursuit of knowledge, a principle on which universities were founded (Willmott, 1995) , and from the needs of managers to solve management problems. Indeed, the extent to which business schools compete for the highest rankings, the best cadre of students and faculty, the greatest number of citations in the highest impact journals and secure the largest possible slice of research funding suggests that schools exist in an era of 'hyper-competition' (Starkey and Tiratsoo, 2007) . This presents a serious problem of maintaining organisational legitimacy. On the one hand business schools are to provide rigorous and scientific understanding of management to satisfy the needs of academe, while on the other to provide relevant findings from research and improve management skills through teaching. It is this juxtaposition that is central to our questioning whether the 'physics envy' approach to management research is desirable and sustainable for UK business schools. In the following sections we Finally, we examine the implications for UK business schools of systematic accreditation and rankings. We suggest that national systems of ranking and performance assessment may impede -rather than enhance -the performance of UK schools as internationally competitive business schools.
The UK Landscape of Management Research:
In the spirit of Lord Franks report (and the Carnegie and Ford reports in the US), the development of a scientific, rigorous mode of enquiry and academic peer-review would raise the bar for standards in management research. At the same time, this would position business schools as the primary location for management knowledge production and would bolster their legitimacy as constituents in universities and providers of management education. The shift that saw business schools emerge within the university system in combination with a growing demand for business courses poses fundamental questions about the processes of knowledge production across the management discipline. In Tranfield and Starkey's (1998: 343) (Tranfield and Starkey, 1998, p. 347) .
In consequence, business schools occupy a precarious and controversial position at the interface between academe and management practice where, arguably, the between the needs of industry and the interests of the academic community. Even at the outset of integration with the university system there were concerns that the original model had been 'hijacked' by academics (Whitley, Thomas and Marceau, 1981) . The tensions between practical relevance and academic rigour go to the heart of the role and purpose of business schools. As Schoemaker notes (2008, p. 119) business educators have always been prised on the horns of a dilemma pitting academic rigour against practical relevance, notwithstanding Kurt Lewin's astute observation that 'nothing is as practical as a good theory'. Table 2 emphasises the conflict between the broad range of legitimacy providers for business schools. Table 2 here
That is, organisational behaviours corresponding to academic and practical concerns. We use the archetypal criticisms of business schools identified in Ivory et al. (2006) to illustrate the conflicting sources of legitimacy which are framed here as corresponding to a perceived lack of either practical relevance or academic rigour. Table 2 presents some of the point and counter-point positions that have emerged in debates around the role and purpose of business schools. Across the five areas of research, teaching, MBAs, impact for practice and output, it is clear that business schools face some fundamental tensions in their core activities. Although these five areas are very much interlinked components of business schools, our exposition and argument around the dilemmas facing management research in the UK focuses on research and impact for practice. In defence of business schools and stepping back from this caricatured divide, there is evidence to suggest that management research has produced some highly relevant and extensively used theories (cf. AACSB, 2007) . We must, however, be careful not to assume that these started life as practicable, as opposed to theoretical, contributions to management in the first place. The fact that some management theories have been adopted in practice does not imply that they were developed to a particular recipe with immediate practical relevance. Indeed, the study by Baldridge, Floyd and Markóczy (2004) argues that academic quality and practical relevance are weakly correlated. Potentially, this suggests there may be greater currency in discussing patterns of knowledge consumption (Gabriel, 2002) as opposed to, for example, discrete measures of practical relevance. Thinking about management knowledge in terms of patterns of consumption helps override the artificial dichotomy of theory versus practice and provides a more organic conceptualisation of the interface between managers and business schools' research outputs. Two possible strategies to help manage the conflicting sources of legitimacy can potentially be found in the consumption and performance measures of management research: First, there is much work to be done to improve the context of research, the engagement with managers and uptake of research through translating findings adequately. Second, the performance measures and mechanisms of business school research need to be critically appraised with regard to whether they demonstrably enhance the state of the management discipline or management practice.
Business schools and management research
The perceived imbalance between theory and practice, or rigour and relevance, in management research remains a persistent challenge to the legitimacy of business schools. However, there are particular themes and strands not often given prominence within current debates and we propose there are areas where inroads can be made into bridging the double hurdles of rigour and relevance. A theme that Clearly, developing practice engagement is an important remedial step whether it is through how we conduct management research or redefining the role of business schools. However, a crucial sticking point is in the paucity of our synthesis of the voice of practice. The voice of practice is predominately an internally driven monologue within the academic community. The voice of practice is, in essence, lost. Often, benchmarks and metrics for engagement with practice are internally derived and we also rely on proxy measures such as media coverage to signal successful engagement with practitioners. In this scenario, management theory exists inside of business schools and management practice occurs out there in the world of business -two distinctly separate arenas. As the authors have previously argued: "Taken to its logical conclusion, what practice is and where practice happens is often at the disposal of the researcher" (Thomas and Wilson, 2009, p. 678) .
Without finding the voice of practice, the activity of practice engagement is reduced Quality control? Rankings, accreditation and business schools.
An enduring legacy of the Franks report in the UK (and the Carnegie/Ford reports in the US) is the ongoing issue of cognitive legitimacy for management educators. In the process of establishing themselves as constituents of the university system, business schools had to meet the challenge of gaining cognitive legitimacy through
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claims of scientific rigour and objectivity (Khurana, 2007, p. 68) and to some extent this challenge is deeply embedded in systems of ranking and accreditation (Wedlin, 2011) . Our intention here is to examine the consequences of various systems of ranking and accreditation for the organisational legitimacy of business schools; there is not the scope to have elicited the politics or procedure of the various rankings.
Research output is a dominant performance metric for business schools. This is the case whether ranking occurs as part of comparisons in the media or national audits of university performance such as the research assessment exercises in the UK. The culture of measurement and benchmarking business school research output leads to a mechanism for allocating resources, both economic and social capital.
The 'commodification' of research (and academic work) introduces quasi-market conditions creating intense pressure to produce the highest quality research (Willmott, 1995) . Correspondingly, there is considerable debate about what citation counts actually tell us. Mangematin and Baden-Fuller (2008, p. 120) argue that Table 4 here Further evidence on this point is provided in the Table 5 What does this say about the quality of UK management research? Wensley (2009) suggests that there is continued debate about and questioning of management research in the UK relative to other social science disciplines along the following dimensions:
• the questioning of management as a legitimate, academic discipline compared to, for example, economics.
• the perception of capacity shortages of high quality scholars in many business schools.
• the perception of the lower quality of management research, perhaps because of its multi-disciplinary nature, relative to other social science disciplines.
This continuing debate has clearly influenced the difficult relationship between the ESRC and the management education community (Caswill and Wensley, 2007; Wensley, 2009) In this respect AIM has been significant in generating high quality applied researchsometimes multidisciplinary -and in alleviating the shortage of excellent, skilled researchers in the management field. The challenge for management research is to
Field Code Changed engage and translate management research in both the practice and academic domains to achieve legitimacy.
Accompanying business school rankings, accreditation by internationally recognised bodies (AACSB and EQUIS for business schools and AMBA for MBA programmes) also confers a level of quality for each institution (Zammuto, 2008, p. 260) : "Business school accreditation is a quality assurance scheme that certifies that accredited schools have the structures and processes in place necessary to meet their stated objectives and continually improve performance. Such quality standards can be used by organisations to differentiate themselves from competitors." This depicts the role of accreditation bodies as legitimacy providers through their capacity to denote appropriate structures and processes and also that accreditation is a source of competitive advantage to schools through differentiation from competing schools. At the current date around 20 UK schools are accredited, and legitimated, by AACSB and EQUIS -the two most well-known accreditation agencies. AACSB has around 620 ( 70% US based) and EQUIS 130 accredited schools globally.
Conclusion
One of the key questions about management research is whether the disciplinebased research model is any longer sustainable or 'fit for purpose'. Rankings are here to stay -whether media or academic driven -and in a hyper-competitive business school world Deans care about their rankings. Given the desire to achieve legitimacy as an academic and management profession there needs to be momentum in balancing the 'purity' of academic research with the practical needs and problems of our management profession. We suggest that there is an urgent need for the twenty-first century equivalent of the 1950's Ford/Carnegie reports and Not enough business school research is grounded in the methodological rigour of the social sciences, it is often too case based and discursive. Teaching Business school teaching is too theoretical, and not sufficiently focused on problems that managers actually face.
Business school teaching is too 'customer focused' and not sufficiently distant from, and critical of, management practice.
MBAs MBAs, and business degrees generally, do not produce well rounded managers with leadership qualities.
MBAs are, or for a long time were, seen as a passport to career progression and greater earning power. The business school is seen as a 'finishing school'. Impact for practice Business education has made almost no impression on practicing managers, and has failed to impact business performance.
Business schools are partly culpable for recent corporate scandals, and therefore have had a negative impact on business performance.
Output
Many of those taking degrees in management are unlikely to get much benefit from their studies. Their degrees do not prepare them for future careers.
Firms simply cannot rely on the University sector to supply the training/education that their managers need. They do not challenge students intellectually to develop creative, imaginative thinking skills.
(Adapted from 
